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Box No, I Basis of this opinion ^ . 


1. With regard to the language, this opinion has been established on the basis of: 




[X] the international application in the language in which it was filed. 

I — I . . 1- which is the language of a 

rn a translation of the international application mto ^ — ^ — _ 

translation furnished for the purposes of international search (Rules 12.3(a) and 23.1(b)). 


2 n This opinion has been established taking into account the rectification of an obvious mistake authorized by or notified 
to this Authority under Rule 91 (Rule 436/5. Ua)) 


3. With regard to any nucleotide and/or amino acid sequence disclosed in the international application, this opinion has been 


established on the basis of: 




a. type of material 




1 1 a sequence listing 




1 1 table(s) related to the sequence listing 




b. format of material 




1 1 on paper 




1 1 in electronic form 




c. time of filing/furnishing 




1 1 contained in the international application as filed 




1 1 filed together with the international application in electronic form 




1 1 furnished subsequently to this Authority for the purposes of search 






5, Additional comments: 
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Box No. V Reasoned statement under Rule 43to.l(a)(i) with regard to novelty, inventive step or industrial applicability; 

citations and explanations supporting such statement ^ 



1 . Statement 

Novelty (N) 

Inventive step (IS) 

Industrial applicability (lA) 



Claims 
Claims 

Claims 
Claims 

Claims 
Claims 



1-17 



1-17 



1-17 



YES 
NO 

YES 
NO 

YES 
NO 



2. Citations and explanations: , * d-.™ ^ai 

Claims 1-8, 10-11 and ?4-1 6 lack an inventive step under PCT Article 33(3) as being obvio^ toRametal. 
(hereinafter .Ram,) in view of US 2002/0153656 A1 to Maksymec et al. (hereinafter .Maksymec). 
Regarding claim 1 , Ram discloses a system for trading a plurality of derivative financial instruments (para [0042], [0478] and [0498]). 
comprising: 

A processor (para [0024]) operable to: mn^oi mn/i/nv 

Receive a first order to buy a derivative financial instalment that represents a user (para [00421-[0044 ). 

Rece ve a s^^ond order to sell the derivative financial instruments (para 10043]J0044] orders sugges^ a se^^^^^^^^^ order) 

Determine a market price based at least in part of the first order and the second order (para [0043]-[0046]. [0205]. [0498] and [0524]), 

Execute a trade (para [0171]) at the determined market price; and . *u ^ t^r ^r^c.^=. rnonm rnppQl and r0284V 

A memory (para [0042], computer has memory) operable to store the first order and/or the second order (para [0205], [0229] and [0284], 

See claim 4). 

Ram does not expressly disclose that the instrument represents a contestant in a contest. Maksymec. however, discloses the instrument 
represents a contestant in a contest (para [0002] and [0083]). 

addition to providing a contest for the most successful investor, 
the contestant (para [0002]-[0003]: See Fig 1 and 2). 

associated with at least one stage of the contest (para [0003] and [0063]. where a stage could include half time). 

Regarding claim 4. Ram and Maksymec disclose the system of claim 1 . Maksymec further discloses wherein the adjustment is made after 
each stage of the contest (para [0068] i.e., add more bets). 

Regarding claim 5. Ram and Maksymec disclose the system of claim 1 . Ram further discloses wherein the processor is further operable 

Adjust the market price associated with the derivative financial instrument. 
Ram does not expressly disclose the contest. 
Maksymec, however, discloses the processor is further operable to: 

Determine that the contestant was "^^^'^Jl'lZT^ -^^^^^^ that the contestant was eliminated (para [0004] and 

Sne Ram7nd Maksymec because it provides for automation of the contest through the use of a processor. 
Regarding claim 6. Ram and Maksymec disclose the system of claim 5. Maksymec further suggests and discloses wherein: 
IS^rdrusSrL"^^^^^^^ Itwouldhavebeenobvioustoone 
of o^dtai skill in t^^^^^^^^ and'^Maksymec because it provides for automation of the contest through the use of a 

processor. 



-See Supplemental Box — 
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In case the space in any of the preceding boxes is not sufficient 
Continuation of: 

Box V, 2 Citations and explanations 

Regarding claim 7, Ram and Maksymec disclose the system of claim 1 . Ram further discloses wherein the processor is further operable 
to: 

Compare a portfolio of derivative financial instruments associated with a first trader against a portfolio of derivative financial instruments 
associated with a second trader (para E0104]-[0108] and [0601]); and Determine a winning trader (para [0289]). the determination based at 
least in part on the comparison. Ram does not expressly disclose a winning trader based on a portfolio, however, Maksymec discloses a 
contest In which a winning trader would be selected. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill In the art to combine Ram and 
Maksymec because it provides for automation of the contest through the use of a processor. 

Regarding claim 8. Ram and Maksymec disclose the system of claim 1 . Maksymec further discloses wherein: 

The contest represents a sports tournament (para [0003], [0005] and [0083]); and ^ . ^ r 

The contestant represents an athlete and/or team In a sports tournament (para [0027]-[0028]). It would have been obvious to one of 

ordinary skill in the art to combine Ram and Maksymec because it provides for automation of the contest Including sports, which are 

popular. 

Regarding claim 1 0, Ram and Maksymec disclose the system of claim 1 . Maksymec further discloses wherein: 
The contest represents an awards event; and ^ ^ .. . 

The contestant represents at least one nominee for an award (para [0002]-[0004] and [0083]; See claim 53. awards for sporting events 
with teams for nomination based on tournament and entry). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine Ram 
and Maksymec because it provides for contests including awards i.e. MVP for sporting events. 

Regarding claim 1 1 . Ram and Maksymec disclose the system of claim 1 . Maksymec further discloses wherein: 
the contest represents a political event; and the contestant represents at least one politician associated with the political event (para 
[0003], [0038] and [0039]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine Ram and Maksymec because it 
provides for political contests, which are popular. 

Regarding claim 14, Ram and Maksymec disclose the system of claim 1 . Ram further discloses wherein the processor is further operable 

determine a redemption value associated with the derivative financial instrument (para [0042]-[0043] and [0498]); and adjust (para [0198]) 
the redemption value associated with the derivative financial instnjment. Ram does not expressly disclose the contest Maksymec. 
however, discloses to adjust the redemption value, wherein the adjustment is based at least In part on a result associated with at least one 
stage of the contest (para [0002] and [0083]). 

Regarding claim 1 5. Ram and Maksymec disclose the system of claim 14. Ram further discloses wherein t';;^^^^^^^^?!^^^^^^ 

the maximum value for which an exchange will redeem a share of the derivative financial instrument (para [0498], [0657] and [0705J). 

Regarding claim 1 6. Ram and Maksymec disclose the system of claim 1 . Ram further discloses wherein: 

the first order was received from a first trader (para [0042] and [0149]); rn.inon, firet ir^Hc^r 5,^<5nriated 

the derivative financial instrument represents a first derivative financial Instrument (para [0478] and [0498]) first trade is asso^^^ 
with a portfolio comprising a plurality of shares of one or more derivative financial Instruments (para [^104]-[0108] and [0198 the 
processor is further operable to reject the first order if execution of the first order would cause the portfolio o compnse more than a 
confrgurable threshold of shares of the first derivative financial instrument (para [0024], [0042], [0438] and [0439]. computer processor and 
maximum shares allowed suggests processor does not permit more than maximum). 

Claim 9 lacks an inventive step under PCT Article 33(3) as being obvious over Ram in view of Maksymec and further in view of US 
2006/0003330 A1 to Walker et al. (hereinafter .Walker). 

Ram and Maksymec disclose the system of claim 1. Neither Ram and Maksymec expressly discloses the system relating to reality-based 
television shows. Walker, however, discloses a system, wherein: 

The contest represents a reality-based television show (para [0174]; See Table 1): and „^rf«rr«inn. c5p« Tahlp 1 

The contestant represents a participant in the reality-based television show (para [0170 and [0174]. ^^^or and perfom^^^^ fherlfore I * 
reality tv). One skilled in the art would recognize the financial advantage of using a contest 'n re ation to a ^^^V ^^/^ow There^^^ 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill In the art to combine Ram and Maksymec with Walker because the combination provides 
an automated system for tracking selections of contestants with respect to reality-based television contests, making the system 
marketable, and thus profitable. 

Claim 12 lacks an inventive step under PCT Article 33(3) as being obvious over Ram in view of Maksymec and further In view of US 
2004/0171381 Al (Inselberg). Ram and Maksymec disclose the system of claim 1. Neither Ram nor Maksymec expressly discloses that 
the contest represents a survey or related to at least one public figure. Inselberg however, discloses a system, therein: The co^^^^^ 
represents a survey (para [0042]); and the contestant represents at least one public figure associated with the survey (para [0044], sports 
players are public figures, political rallies suggest politicians). One skilled in the art would recognize the financial advantage of assocla^ng 
a public figure with a contest. It would therefore have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine Maksymec and Ram with 
Inselberg in order to automate a competition based on survey opinions of celebrities, politicians and other public figures. 

—See Supplemental Box — 
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Box V, 2, Citations and explanations 

Claims 13 and 17 lack an inventive step under PCT Article 33(3) as being obvious over Ram in view of Maksymec and further in view of 
US 6.598,028 B1 to SuDivan et al. (jiereinafter .Sullivan.)- 

Regarding claim 13, Ram and Maksymec disclose tlie system of claim 1. Ram further discloses wherein: 

The first order was received from a first trader, the first trade associated with a first account of electronic currency; 

The second order was received from a second trader, the second trader associated with a second account of electronic cun-ency; and 

The processor is further operable to: 

credit the first account with the proceeds of the executed trade. 

Ram and Maksymec do not expressly disclose debiting and crediting accounts according to the executed trade. Sullivan, however, 
discloses that the processor is further operable to: 

Debit the first account according to the executed trade (col 9, tn 20-43, debit an account); and Credit the second account with proceeds of 
the executed trade (col 9, In 20-43, credit an account, second account disclosed and obviated). 

One skilled in the art would recognize the advantage of debit and crediting accounts. It would therefore have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skilt in the art to combine Maksymec and Ram with Sullivan in order to automate a competition and debit and credit the 
appropriate accounts. 

Regarding ciaim 17, Ram and Maksymec disclose the system of cfaim 1. Ram further discloses wherein: 
The first order was received from a first trader; and 
The processor is further operable to: 

Receive a passcode (para [0015], four-letter identifier may be a passcode) from the first trader, wherein the passcode is associated with a 
purchase. Ram does not expressly disclose the passcode is associated with the purchase of a product or denying access for incorrect 
passcodes. Sullivan, however, does disclose and suggest wherein the passcode is associated with a purchase of a product; and Deny the 
first trader access to a system if the passcode is invalid (col 8, In 15, password use also implies denying access for incorrect passcode). 

Claims 1-17 have industrial applicability as defined by PCT Article 33(4) because the subject matter can be made or used in industry. 
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